
 

 

Marine Life Protection Act Initiative 
Public Comments Submitted  

through October 13, 2010 



From: John Corbett 
Sent: Thursday, October 07, 2010 9:23 AM 
To: MLPAComments 
Cc: Ken Wiseman; Satie Airame 
Subject: Very High SMR No Take 
 
Dear MLPA comments: 
 
Please provide the definition of “No take” and Low protection in your “North Coast Levels of Protection, 
(LOP) Very High level of protection as promptly as you can. 
 
I would like to further request the answer to the following questions about the “No take” LOP Very High 
Level of Protection. 
 
I assume it includes both commercial and recreational activities.  Is that correct? 
 
I assume it means no legal take.  Is that correct? 
 
Under the federal Environmental Species Act there are incidental take permits through Habitat 
Conservation Plans.  Are such takes allowed within the no take?   
 
What about California State Environmental Species Act Habitat Conservation plans? 
 
I assume that “no take” also allows “takes” for scientific research.  Is that correct?   
 
Thanking you in advance for your time and consideration. 
 
John W. Corbett                
 





From: John Corbett 
Sent: Friday, October 08, 2010 1:50 PM 
To: MLPAComments 
Cc: Megan Rocha 
Subject: Proposed SAT Question 
 
Dear SAT: 
 
Has the SAT established a confidence level or range of error for your take estimate model?  Specifically I 
am referring to one of your “three important” LOP assumptions: 
 
Any extractive activity can occur locally to the maximum extent allowable under current state and 
federal regulations” 
 
If you have established a confidence level or range of error can you please describe what method was 
used and the formula of calculation. 
 
The Yurok Tribe fully recognizes that you have been advised to use this assumption by the Department 
of Fish and Game.  That, however, a very different issue than whether you have established or reviewed 
the confidence level of the assumption. 
 
Thanking you in advance for your time and consideration. 
 
John W. Corbett 
 



From: Loretti Vanzetti  
Sent: Friday, October 08, 2010 5:17 PM 
To: MLPAComments 
Cc: corbett4@aol.com; John Corbett; Megan Rocha; Loretti Vanzetti 
Subject: Request for Reconsideration 
 
Sent on behalf of John W. Corbett, Senior Attorney. 
 
 
Loretti Vanzetti  
Legal Secretary 
Yurok Tribe  
Office of the Tribal Attorney 
 
...·´¯`·.><((((º>`·.¸¸.·´¯`·...¸><((((º> ...·´¯`·. ><((((º> 
 
190 Klamath Blvd.  
Klamath, CA 95548  
 



























From: Thomas Jordan Fiene  
Sent: Sunday, October 10, 2010 2:40 PM 
To: MLPAComments 
Subject: NCRSG unified proposal 
 
Dear Chair Gustafson, 
 
I am a Northern Californian, that loves to enjoy the beauty of the north coast, and share it with 
others.  I am also a spearfisherman who believes strongly in conservation and in preserving the 
beauty and health of the north coast ecosystem for future generation to enjoy. 
 
I strongly urge the Blue Ribbon Task Force to accept the NCRSG unified proposal without 
changes. I know that many experts have contributed much time and effort to come up with the 
best and most reasonable plan possible.  Any alterations to the proposal could undermine 
community support and the significant efforts made to reach consensus and compromise by the 
NCRSG. 
 
Thank you, 
Tom Fiene 
Portola Valley, CA 
 



From: David J. Goldenberg  
Sent: Monday, October 11, 2010 9:39 PM 
To: MLPAComments 
Subject: Fwd: MLPA SAT Letter 
 
Dear MLPA Scientific Advisory Team  
 
Please accept the attached comments for your next MLPA meeting from the California Sea 
Urchin Commission. 
 
We remain available to answer questions. 
 
Cordially, 
 
David Goldenberg 
Manager 
California Sea Urchin Commission 
 
-------- Original Message --------  
Subject: MLPA SAT Letter 

Date: Mon, 11 Oct 2010 19:48:42 -0700
From: David J. Goldenberg 

To: Emily Saarman, Craig Shuman 
 

  Dear Emily and Craig, 
 
I am the new manager of the California Sea Urchin Commission (CSUC).   
The CSUC respectfully submits the attached letter and research proposal  
for your consideration. 
 
Please let us know if you have any questions. 
 
Regards, 
 
David Goldenberg 
California Sea Urchin Commission 
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October 11, 2010 
 
Science Advisory Team 
Marine Life Protection Act 
1416 10th Street, 13th Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
T he California Sea Urchin Commission (CSUC) requests the SAT review and endorse to the BRTF, the adaptive 
management research proposal submitted herein. 
 
The CSUC has long supported the principals of adaptive management and co-management of MPAs consistent 
with the Marine Life Protection Act to provide marine resource and fishery manager’s real world science data 
critical to making informed and sound policy decisions. We believe the research protocol suggested by Dr’s. 
Dixon and Schroeter (attached) will contribute to the success of MPAs and should be recommended as the bases 
for studying the commercial harvest of sea urchins and its’ effects on other species of marine animals and algae. 
 
We believe the current science in this area does not meet acceptable standards to support sound policy 
decisions. We are confident that this proposal and the resulting data will go a long way to remedy that situation. 
 
Proposal - Establish a Memorandum of Understanding between the DFG, the MPA Monitoring Enterprise (ME), 
and the CSUC to do the following: 

1) Using the Dixon/Schroeter design, jointly choose an MPA suitable for this research. 
2) CSUC divers, with supervision by the DFG and ME, gather base-line data and survey the study areas; 

areas will have replicate harvest and non-harvest control blocks. 
3) CSUC divers, who gathered the base line data, will harvest the test areas, using current urchin size limits. 
4) After harvest is completed, divers will resurvey the test harvest area. 
5) At 6 and 12 month intervals, divers will resurvey the entire study area, harvested and non-harvested 

blocks, and analyze data by comparing response variables (e.g. cover and counts of selected algae and 
invertebrates, along with bare space). 

6) Duplicate this research in the MLPA North Central and South Coast study regions, including the Northern 
Channel Islands, in order to compare findings in different bio-regions. 

7) Use the results of the experiment to determine when and if sea urchin densities reach a level suggesting 
they should be harvested within MPAs to maintain the general health and utility of the ecosystem. 

8) All project data and analyses will be shared with the parties to the MOU.  
 
Sea urchins can either be a valuable resource or destructive pest. Establishing and maintaining the proper 
balance between urchins and other marine life is essential for the success of MPAs and the sustainability of 
related fisheries and other marine life. 
 
Thank you for considering our request in behalf of the CSUC.   
 
Sincerely, 
Tom Trumper, Dave Rudie, Bob Bertelli, and Harry Liquornik, President    Attachment 



Draft – Design for assessing effects of commercial sea urchin harvesting on kelp forest 

(rocky habitat < 30 m) on the North Central Coast 

John Dixon & Steve Schroeter 

August 27, 2010 

The experiment is designed to assess the impacts of commercial sea urchin harvesting 

(which might be used as an adaptive management technique for SMR’s and SMCA’s) 

on kelp forest communities on the north central coast of California.  The most important 

treatments are No Harvest and Urchin Only Harvest.  The problem is how to accomplish 

this.  The best design would allow random allocation of Harvest and No Harvest within 

the same general area and habitat.  This could be accomplished with an Urchin Harvest 

Only SMCA if (1) it was a sufficiently large area to accommodate replicated treatments 

that were far enough apart to avoid spill over effects, and (2) it was possible for all 

commercial divers to agree to constrain their harvest to designated areas.  One cheater 

would destroy the experimental treatment.  If the latter approach is not possible, then 

one would have to pair an SMR (No Harvest) with an Urchin Only SMCA (Harvest).  

This design suffers conceptually from what is termed “pseudoreplication.”  Because the 

replicates are spatially restricted to a particular area that corresponds to the treatment, 

there is the possibility that unknown factors other than the harvest treatment may be 

influencing the results, which inevitably adds ambiguity to the ultimate analysis of the 

data.  

Experimental design: 

Harvesting treatment 

No Harvesting Avoidance Areas in Urchin 
Only SMCA (or Paired SMR) 

Urchin Harvest Only Urchin Only SMCA 

Open Suitable Habitat Adjacent to 
SMCA 

 

Model: response = Ti+εi 



Replicates: 1 ha plot (100m x 100m); at least 3 per Type 

Response Variables: 

1. density and sizes of mobile invertebrates (including sea urchins) 

2. density of stipitate understory 

3. % cover of algal turf, sessile invertebrates, coralline algae and bare space 

4. Area of “barrens” = bottom with no algae (kelps or turf) 

Sampling frequency: semi-annual 

 









From: John Corbett  
Sent: Tuesday, October 12, 2010 12:50 PM 
To: MLPAComments 
Cc: Ken Wiseman; Satie Airame; Melissa Miller-Henson; Becky Ota; Stephen Wertz; Sonke Mastrup 
Subject: Yurok Tribe Announces award of polychaete study grant. FYI General announcement 
 
FYI 
     The Yurok Tribe is announcing a $177, 146 contract with the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation to: 
  
Assist with sample collection in the field in support to measure the distribution and relative density of 
polychaetes at established index sites with greater spatial coverage (cross sectional and longitudinal) to 
include different polychaete habitat types 
 
Conduct and complete a study to measure how polychaete relative density, population structure, and 
infection prevalence change on an annual cycle. 
 
Collect and filter water samples in support of the study to measure the fish species‐specific genotypes of 
myxozoan diseases in adult salmonids and in the water column at appropriate temporal and spatial 
scales including both actinospores and myxospores. 
 











From: Rick Copeland  
Sent: Wednesday, October 13, 2010 3:26 PM 
To: Ken Wiseman; MLPAComments; Melissa Miller-Henson 
Subject: North Coast Region MPA Round Three  
 
Please route to the appropriate persons. 
 
Thank you in advance 

  
Rick Copeland 
 
Rick Copeland 

Wilderness Unlimited 

www.wildernessunlimited.com 

510-785-4868  ext. 102 
 

http://www.wildernessunlimited.com/
http://www.wildernessunlimited.com/


    
Wilderness Unlimited - 22425 Meekland Ave., Hayward, CA 94541  

 

October 13, 2010 

 

MLPA North Coast Round 3 Summary 

 
Attn: Mr. Ken Wiseman 
MLPA-I Team 
Regional Stakeholders 
Science Advisory Team 
Blue Ribbon Task Force 
 
To whom it may concern: 

The purpose of the letter is to request that the SAT if not the NCRSG review 
the proposed Vizcaino SMCA's boundaries or include a 1000' access ribbon 
to the existing based on the following:  
The supposed UNIFIED front on the North Coast MPA is not in fact unified. 
Those who disagree include "non residents" of the north coast, whose 
position, while stated in the public comments earlier in the process 
apparently were not taken into account. The politically ineffective structure 
of the MPA process may be to blame for the North Coast Stakeholders group 
(NCRSG) operating in the fashion they choose.  
If you will remember, the south coast MPA stakeholders group's proposals 
were ultimately disregarded because "they couldn't get it together". With that 
history fresh at hand, the north coast group knew early on, they would need 
to come away with a "unified" agreement of some sort, whether they truly 
had one or not.  
 
 



Point in case. 
The small sliver of property known as the DeVillbiss Ranch on the south end 
of proposed  "Valerie" edition of the Vizcaino SMCA is scheduled for 
"protection" under the UNIFIED MPA plan. The fact that the property has 
been protected for over 100 years by the Soper Co. and managed by 
Wilderness Unlimited for 30+ years, (a self funded preserve and matter of 
public record) in effect, did not matter to the stakeholders group. And 
understandably so. The NCRSG overwhelmingly is comprised of locals and 
individuals of some preservation entities. Where as the users of the 
DeVillbiss are mostly not north coast locals. 
The users of the DeVillbiss Ranch, Wilderness Unlimited members (who 
come to access the coast from all points of California) spend money for 
goods and services in the local communities. Yet even that pales in 
comparison to the funding stream that is used for watershed protection and 
stream habitat restoration by Soper Co. as part of the Wilderness Unlimited 
DeVillbiss preserve agreement. The partnership also maintains a 1 1/2 mile 
graded access road down to the ocean access point and when the seas are not 
typically turbulent, providing shore access to take abalone and rock fish. Not 
much pressure at all and additional self-imposed limits apply. Closure of this 
significant private preserve as proposed, will stop the money stream and 
impact the restoration projects as well as the usage. Economic hardship? 
Yes, but since it does not effect the predominant local stakeholders who 
have had no access to this rugged piece of property, it was either under the 
radar or sacrificed because of the process. 
Regarding MPA process itself. The NCRSG should be applauded for the 
countless hours they spent negotiating for their eventual rights, privileges 
and in some cases economic livelihoods. Many of the stakeholders' 
representatives who are not local are funded for their time by groups with 
environmental ties and agendas. The Stakeholders process does not 
guarantee solid science or economic balance anyway. More than once, a 
members of a native people groups commented that their group were the 
"true protectors or conservators of the land". Truth is, they are, but in the 
process will be given those rights anyway due to legal concerns that muddy 
the entire MPA result. The DeVillbiss Ranch, a true proven conservation 
preserve, will cease to exist unless an adjustment is made. 
 
 



Please review again the south 2 miles of he proposed Vizcaino SMCA 
(Valerie) and then refer to the applicable portion of the Sapphire 2 map 
design that was proposed at the Round 2 Stakeholders meeting. Going into 
the meetings on August 30, 31, the Sapphire 2 plan had decent support until 
the "11th" hour.  I followed the process via Internet the entire first day of the 
Round 2 meeting as the Stakeholders worked their way down the coast 
(north to south). At the end of the first day, many negotiations and 
agreements had been made along the way. That is the process. The "native 
tribes" seemed to get most the concessions they wanted every step of the 
way only leading to a need for more overall coverage from other areas. On 
day two continuing down the coast, the Big Flat SMCA (nearest north of 
Vizcaino) boundaries and protections were reduced in size and coverage via 
negotiations. Then the Stakeholders group skipped the Vizcaino SMCA 
review and went south to the Ten Mile SMCA where the coverage was again 
reduced. Only after the north and south reductions were taken did the group 
focus on the Vizcaino SMCA. (Remember, no local connection) The habitat 
coverage needed to be increased somewhere as the immediate SMCA's to 
the north and south had been reduced. Out of the blue came a pre-negotiated 
deal (not released to the public prior) called "Valerie" that left the south end 
of the original Vizcaino plan submitted by the SAT but extended the 
Sapphire 2 plan of the Vizcaino SMCA an additional 2 miles excluding the 
DeVillbiss Ranch access area completely. The net result now is the proposed 
Vizcaino SMCA is the DeVillbiss Ranch, one landowner. The significant 
access part at the south end dumped also in the new "Valerie" deal to the tip 
end of DeVillbiss. Essentially closing the entire 6 miles of the Soper, 
DeVillbiss Ranch preserve. 
The end result, the North Coast Stakeholders got their UNITED MPA 
proposal tag. Nobody in the public really cares because it is mostly private 
property anyway. That alone, does not make good science. 
I have followed the MLPA process from the beginning and have seen the 
basic disregard for private property frontage. Mostly because the owners 
representing smaller groups have little leverage except for the Native 
People's Tribes. Interesting, because the reason for great habitat and 
abundant sea life of these critical private access areas is because of 
controlled private access. The further north in our coast we go the more true 
this point is because of the rugged shoreline and rough seas. 
 
 



In the north central coast MLPA this was evident when the Richardson 
Ranch and part of Sea Ranch were "protected"  (Sonoma County) in a SMR. 
Again these areas had been somewhat protected because of private access all 
along. It should be noted that after the North Central Coast MLPA approval 
a 1000' ribbon was placed on the area called Richardson Ranch SMR. 
I am not sure how this occurred, but to avoid economic loss and total 
disregard of a significant self conservation partnerships, (Soper and 
Wilderness Unlimited) I implore the SAT and BRTF to review the process 
that led up to the scraping of the southern Sapphire 2 plan and re-install that 
plan or find a way to allow for a 1000' from approximately Soldier Frank 
Point at 39 45' 25.00 to the proposed south end of the Valerie Plan. If 
making Vizcaino a SMR to allow for the SMCA is the answer, please 
consider that alternative as well.  
Lastly, I want to applaud the NCRSG for attempting to put together a MPA 
plan that will stand up to science and have the appearance of UNITED. I 
would however, request that the SAT, BRTF and ultimately the Fish and 
Game figure into the overall plan a 1000' ribbon by the 1 and 1/2 mile 
stretch of access that has been protected so well or reinstall that portion of 
the Sapphire 2 plan. 
 
Respectfully, 

WILDERNESS UNLIMITED 

Rick Copeland 

Rick Copeland, President 
22425 Meekland Ave. 
Hayward, CA 94541 
510-785-4868            www.wildernessunlimited.com 
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